A comment is given to the reply of Kraemmer and Rebhan to our paper.
reduced to the linearized de Donder gauge in the flat limit of the background metric. After our paper was circulated, Kraemmer and Rebhan have written a reply to it [3] . While they agree to our pointing-out of the noncommutativity between the BRS transformation and δ/δĝ µν , whereĝ µν denotes the classical background metric, they still claim the validity of their proof. So, in order to avoid misunderstanding, we supplement our claim that their proof is wrong.
Their claim seems to be based on their wrong belief that the effective action contains the conformal anomaly a priori. One should recognize that the conformal anomaly cannot be seen in the effective action itself. In order to obtain the conformal anomaly, one must take δ/δĝ µν . The error committed so far is that this procedure would be made merely to visualize the already existing conformal anomaly. This is not the case, however. The truth is that the conformal anomaly term -more precisely speaking, the nonlocal term from which people wish to deduce the prefactor of Polyakov's induced action -is produced by this procedure. The fact that the anomaly term is produced is more clearly seen in the FP-ghost number current: The FP-ghost number conservation is not violated at all in the complete exact solution, but its anomaly is encountered if one considers the twopoint function through δ/δĝ µν (see Ref. 4 ).
The fact that the effective action itself does not have any anomaly term independent of D can be shown by applying the Kraemmer-Rebhan gauge variation procedure (2.26) until one totally eliminates the contribution from the gauge-fixing plus FP-ghost Lagrangian.
3 It is quite unreasonable to suppose that this limit is nonexistent because the anomaly term is a simple sum of the contribution (proportional to D) from the string La- 
